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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent 

No. 5,360,544) in view of Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 

6,953,526). At best, the claims differ from either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) 

or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in reciting use of a fused plug. Lacy (U.S. 

Patent No. 6,280,619) (column 3, lines 47-57) discloses spin welding a cap to the 

cartridge to "meld their adjacent surfaces together" for the obvious purpose of 

preventing leaking. Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) (column 1, lines 52-56) confirms 

spin welding minimizes leaks. It would have been obvious to spin weld in either 

Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) because 

Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) (column 3, lines 47-57) discloses spin welding a cap 

to the cartridge to "meld their adjacent surfaces together" for the obvious purpose of 
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preventing leaking and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) (column 1, lines 52-56) 
confirms spin welding minimizes leaks. 

Claims 7 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in 
view of Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) as 
applied to claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, and further in view of Goss (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,454,891). At best, the claims differ from either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 
5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 
6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) in reciting use of a bore. Goss (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,454,891) (Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore allows attachment to a 
drive means for spin welding. It would have been obvious to have a bore in either 
Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of 
Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) because Goss 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891) (Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore allows 
attachment to a drive means for spin welding. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either 
Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of 
Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) as applied to 
claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, and further in view of Hou (U.S. Patent No. 
5,089,654). At best, the claim differs from either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) 
or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and 
Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) in reciting use of a cover. Hou (U.S. Patent No. 
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5,089,654) (column 45, lines 3-5) discloses that use of a protective cap (cover) protects 
the inlet and outlet. It would have been obvious to use a cover in either Yamada (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of Lacy (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) because Hou (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,089,654) (column 45, lines 3-5) discloses that use of a protective cap 
(cover) protects the inlet and outlet. 

Claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,360,544) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 
6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526). At best, the claims differ from either 
Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in reciting 
use of fused plugs on both ends of the column. Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) 
(column 2, lines 40-45 and column 5, lines 53-58) discloses that use of spin welding end 
caps in a process results in an improved cartridge which minimizes production costs 
and simplifies filling procedures. Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) (column 3, lines 47- 
57) discloses spin welding a cap to the cartridge to "meld their adjacent surfaces 
together" for the obvious purpose of preventing leaking. Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 
6,953,526) (column 1 , lines 52-56) confirms spin welding minimizes leaks. It would 
have been obvious to use fused plugs on both ends of the column because Reid (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,626,350) (column 2, lines 40-45 and column 5, lines 53-58) discloses that 
use of spin welding end caps in a process results in an improved cartridge which 
minimizes production costs and simplifies filling procedures. It would have been 
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obvious to spin weld in either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,360,544) because Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) (column 3, lines 47- 
57) discloses spin welding a cap to the cartridge to "meld their adjacent surfaces 
together" for the obvious purpose of preventing leaking and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 
6,953,526) (column 1 , lines 52-56) confirms spin welding minimizes leaks. 

Claims 7 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in 
view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) as applied to claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, and 
further in view of Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891). At best, the claims differ from 
either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in 
view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) in reciting use of a bore. Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891) 
(Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore allows attachment to a drive means for spin 
welding. It would have been obvious to have a bore in either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 
5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 
4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) 
because Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891) (Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore 
allows attachment to a drive means for spin welding. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either 
Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of 
Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. 


Application/Control Number: 10/775,451 Page 6 

Art Unit: 1723 

Patent No. 6,953,526) as applied to claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, and further in 
view of Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654). At best, the claim differs from either Yamada 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of Reid 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,953,526) in reciting use of a cover. Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) (column 45, 
lines 3-5) discloses that use of a protective cap (cover) protects the inlet and outlet. It 
would have been obvious to use a cover in either Yamada (U.S. Patent No. 5,693,223) 
or Nakaso (U.S. Patent No. 5,360,544) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), 
Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) because Hou 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) (column 45, lines 3-5) discloses that use of a protective cap 
(cover) protects the inlet and outlet. 

Claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(B) as anticipated 
by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Hou (U.S. Patent No. 
5,089,654). The claims are considered to read on Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654). 
However, if a difference exists between the claims and Hou (U.S. Patent No. 
5,089,654), it would reside in optimizing the elements of Hou (U.S. Patent No. 
5,089,654). It would have been obvious to optimize the elements of Hou (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,089,654) to enhance separation. 

Claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in view of Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 
6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526). At best, the claims differ from Hou 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in reciting use of a fused plug. Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 
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6,280,619) (column 3, lines 47-57) discloses spin welding a cap to the cartridge to "meld 
their adjacent surfaces together" for the obvious purpose of preventing leaking. Fritze 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) (column 1, lines 52-56) confirms spin welding minimizes 
leaks. It would have been obvious to spin weld in Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) 
because Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) (column 3, lines 47-57) discloses spin 
welding a cap to the cartridge to "meld their adjacent surfaces together" for the obvious 
purpose of preventing leaking and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) (column 1, lines 
52-56) confirms spin welding minimizes leaks. 

Claims 7 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over either Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) alone or Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) 
in view of Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) as 
applied to claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, and further in view of Goss (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,454,891). At best, the claims differ from either Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) 
alone or Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in view of Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) 
and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) in reciting use of a bore. Goss (U.S. Patent No. 
6,454,891 ) (Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore allows attachment to a drive 
means for spin welding. It would have been obvious to have a bore in either Hou (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,089,654) alone or Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in view of Lacy (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,280,619) and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) because Goss (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,454,891) (Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore allows attachment to a 
drive means for spin welding. 
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Claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 
4,626,350). At best, the claims differ from Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in reciting 
use of fused plugs on both ends of the column. Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) 
(column 2, lines 40-45 and column 5, lines 53-58) discloses that use of spin welding end 
caps in a process results in an improved cartridge which minimizes production costs 
and simplifies filling procedures. It would have been obvious to use fused plugs on both 
ends of the column because Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) (column 2, lines 40-45 
and column 5, lines 53-58) discloses that use of spin welding end caps in a process 
results in an improved cartridge which minimizes production costs and simplifies filling 
procedures. 

Claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 
4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619), and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526). 
At best, the claims differ from Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in reciting use of a fused 
plug. Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) (column 2, lines 40-45 and column 5, lines 53- 
58) discloses that use of spin welding end caps in a process results in an improved 
cartridge which minimizes production costs and simplifies filling procedures. Lacy (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,280,619) (column 3, lines 47-57) discloses spin welding a cap to the 
cartridge to "meld their adjacent surfaces together" for the obvious purpose of 
preventing leaking. Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) (column 1, lines 52-56) confirms 
spin welding minimizes leaks. It would have been obvious to use fused plugs on both 
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ends of the column because Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) (column 2, lines 40-45 
and column 5, lines 53-58) discloses that use of spin welding end caps in a process 
results in an improved cartridge which minimizes production costs and simplifies filling 
procedures. It would have been obvious to spin weld in Hou (U.S. Patent No. 
5,089,654) because Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619) (column 3, lines 47-57) discloses 
spin welding a cap to the cartridge to "meld their adjacent surfaces together" for the 
obvious purpose of preventing leaking and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) (column 
1 , lines 52-56) confirms spin welding minimizes leaks. 

Claims 7 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over either Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) 
alone or Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), 
Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619), and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) as applied to 
claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, and further in view of Goss (U.S. Patent No. 
6,454,891). At best, the claims differ from either Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in 
view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) alone or Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) in 
view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 6,280,619), and Fritze 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) in reciting use of a bore. Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891) 
(Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore allows attachment to a drive means for spin 
welding. It would have been, obvious to have a bore in either Hou (U.S. Patent No. 
5,089,654) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) alone or Hou (U.S. Patent No. 
5,089,654) in view of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350), Lacy (U.S. Patent No. 
6,280,619), and Fritze (U.S. Patent No. 6,953,526) because Goss (U.S. Patent No. 
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6,454,891) (Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore allows attachment to a drive 
means for spin welding. 

Claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(B) as anticipated 
by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Reid (U.S. Patent No. 
4,626,350). The claims are considered to read on Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350). 
However, if a difference exists between the claims and Reid (U.S. Patent No. 
4,626,350), it would reside in optimizing the elements of Reid (U.S. Patent No. 
4,626,350). It would have been obvious to optimize the elements of Reid (U.S. Patent 
No. 4,626,350) to enhance separation. 

Claims 7 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) as applied to claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, 
and further in view of Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891 ). At best, the claims differ from 
Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) in reciting use of a bore. Goss (U.S. Patent No. 
6,454,891) (Abstract, lines 1-14) discloses that a bore allows attachment to a drive 
means for spin welding. It would have been obvious to have a bore in Reid (U.S. Patent 
No. 4,626,350) because Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891 ) (Abstract, lines 1-14) 
discloses that a bore allows attachment to a drive means for spin welding. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reid 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) as applied to claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, and 
further in view of Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654). At best, the claim differs from Reid 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) in reciting use of a cover. Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) 
(column 45, lines 3-5) discloses that use of a protective cap (cover) protects the inlet 
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and outlet. It would have been obvious to use a cover in Reid (U.S. Patent No. 
4,626,350) because Hou (U.S. Patent No. 5,089,654) (column 45, lines 3-5) discloses 
that use of a protective cap (cover) protects the inlet and outlet. 

Claims 22-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) as applied to claims 1-7, 9-10, and 22-28 above, and 
further in view of Snyder (Introduction to Modern Liquid Chromatography, John Wiley, 
New York, 1979, pages 21-22 and 410-414). At best, the claims differ from Reid (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,626,350) in reciting that Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350)'s column 1, line 
18's ion exchange resins are a chromatography medium. Snyder (Introduction to 
Modern Liquid Chromatography, John Wiley, New York, 1979, pages 21-22 and 410- 
414) discloses that ion exchange chromatography is one of four major branches of 
chromatography. It would have been obvious that Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350)'s 
column 1, line 18's ion exchange resins are a chromatography medium because Snyder 
(Introduction to Modern Liquid Chromatography, John Wiley, New York, 1979, pages 
21-22 and 410-414) discloses that ion exchange chromatography is one of four major 
branches of chromatography. 

Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reid 
(U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) in view of Snyder (Introduction to Modern Liquid 
Chromatography, John Wiley, New York, 1979, pages 21-22 and 410-414) as applied to 
claims 22-28 above, and further in view of Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891). At best, 
the claim differs from Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) in view of Snyder (Introduction 
to Modern Liquid Chromatography, John Wiley, New York, 1979, pages 21-22 and 410- 
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414) in reciting use of a bore. Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891) (Abstract, lines 1-14) 
discloses that a bore allows attachment to a drive means for spin welding. It would 
have been obvious to have a bore in Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) in view of Snyder 
(Introduction to Modern Liquid Chromatography, John Wiley, New York, 1979, pages 
21-22 and 410-414) because Goss (U.S. Patent No. 6,454,891) (Abstract, lines 1-14) 
discloses that a bore allows attachment to a drive means for spin welding. 

The remarks urge patentability based upon use of fused plugs on both ends of 
the columns. If a structural difference exists between the claims and the primary 
references based upon fusing, Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) (column 2, lines 40-45 
and column 5, lines 53-58) discloses that use of spin welding end caps in a process 
results in an improved cartridge which minimizes production costs and simplifies filling 
procedures. As such, it would have been obvious to use fused plugs on both ends of 
the columns of the primary references because Reid (U.S. Patent No. 4,626,350) 
(column 2, lines 40-45 and column 5, lines 53-58) discloses that use of spin welding end 
caps in a process results in an improved cartridge which minimizes production costs 
and simplifies filling procedures. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to E. Therkorn at 
telephone number (571 ) 272-1 149. The official fax number is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 


Ernest G. Therkorn 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1723 
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